METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT
OF NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY

Planning Department
Metro Office Building

800 Second Avenue South
Nashville, Tennessee 372

Minutes
of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission
2/26/09
*kkkkkkkkkkk
4:00 PM
Metro Southeast at Genesco Park
1417 Murfreesboro Road
PLANNING COMMISSION: Staff Present:
James McLean, Chairman Rick Bernhardt, Executive Director
Phil Ponder, Vice Chairman Ann Hammond, Asst. Executive Director
Judy Cummings Ted Morrissey, Legal Counsel
Tonya Jones Bob Leeman, Acting Planning Mgr. I
Victor Tyler . Jason Swaggart, Planner ||
Councilmember Jim Gotto. Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs Officer 3
Andrée LeQuire, representing Mayor Karl Dean Craig Owensby, Public Information Officer

Brenda Bernards, Planner Il

Brian Sexton, Planner |

Steve Mishu, Metro Water
Jonathon Honeycutt, Public Works

Commission members absent:
Hunter Gee
Derrick Dalton
Stewart Clifton

Mission Statement: The Planning Commission guides growth and development as Nashville and Davidson County
evolve into a more socially, economically and environmentally sustai nable community, with a commitment to
preservation of important assets, fficient use of public infrastructure, distinctive and diverse neighborhood
character, free and open civic life, and choices in housing and transportation.

l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:03 p.m.

Il ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mr. Ponder moved, and Dr. Cummings seconded theomawhich passed unanimously to adopt the agesgeaesented.7-
0)

. APPROVAL OF FEBRUARY 12, 2009, MINUTES
Mr. Ponder moved and Dr. Cummings seconded theomotthich passed unanimously to approve the Fepi#r2009
minutes as presented-0)

V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilmember Hunter stated he would address tmen@ssion after his item was presented for discussio

Councilmember Harris explained he would addresiiramission after his item was presented for disions
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Councilmember Jernigan stated he would addresSahemission after his item was presented for disonss

Councilmember Holleman acknowledged that Item #08Z-079U-10, was on the Consent Agenda for apprdde
briefly explained that there were many meetingshimirequest and that almost all were in favot®fipproval.

Councilmember Toler acknowledged that Item #1296B-001, Williams Home Place was to be deferred Matrch 12,
2009.

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFER RED OR WITHDRAWN

2. 2008z-088T A council bill to amend the Metro ZmpCode, Section 17.04.060 to modify the defimitad
"mobile vendor" to exempt vending activity alonge@land Street between Dickerson Pike and
McFerrin Avenue — deferred to April 14, 2009 megtimless the Council Public Hearing is
held on March 3, 2009, then defer to March 12, 2@@%he request of the applicant

3. 20082-042G-06 A request to amend a previougty@apmed Council Bill (BL2005-543) to remove conditig5
restricting access to Moss Road for property latateHighway 100 (unnumbered) zoned
Multi-Family Residential — deferred indefinitely, the request of the applicant

12. 88-96P-001 A request to revise the preliminday and for final approval for the Williams Homiaée
Planned Unit Development located at 5714 Edmon&ska, to permit a 180 foot monopole
wireless communication tower — deferred to March20D9, at the request of the applicant

Mr. Ponder moved, and Mr. Gotto seconded the mptidrich passed unanimously to adopt the Consentd@as
presented.(7-0)

Ms. Hammond announced, “As information for our @undie, if you are not satisfied with a decision magée Planning
Commission today, you may appeal the decision biyigrang for a writ of cert with the Davidson CoyrChancery or
Circuit Court. Your appeal must be filed within 68ys of the date of the entry of the Planning Cdéssion’s decision. To
ensure that your appeal is filed in a timely manaad that all procedural requirements have bednptease be advised that
you should contact independent legal counsel.”

VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA
PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS
1. 2008z-079U-10 A request to apply a NeighborhGodservation Overlay for -Approve
various properties on both sides of Whitland Avebagveen
Wilson Boulevard South and Bowling Avenue, zoned(FRB61
acres)

SPECIFIC PLANS
6. 2009SP-003-001 A request to change from CS 8 36hing for property -Approve with conditions
located at 3502 Dickerson Pike, to permit wreclegvise and
automobile repair uses.

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS
7. 2009Z-001HP-001 A request to apply a Historic Preservation OveBéstrict to 11 -Approve
properties located on Tanglewood Drive N. and Tewgbd
Court.
CONCEPT PLANS
8. 2007S-073U-03 A request to extend concept ptgncaval for one year to May -Approve with conditions
10, 2010, for a 50-lot cluster subdivision on pmypécated at
Overall Street (unnumbered), 869 West Trinity Laare]
West Trinity Lane (unnumbered), northeast cornéiest
Trinity Lane and Overall Street.
FINAL PLANS
9. 2009S-015-001 A request for final plat apprdeatreate three lots on -Approve with conditions
property located at 6025 Marrowbone Lake Road.
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REVISED SITE PLANS
11. 75-83P-001 A request to revise the preliminday and for final approval -Approve with conditions
for a portion of the Elysian Fields Planned UnivBl®epment
located at 3985 Nolensville Pike, to permit theelepment of
200 square foot retail use for an ice dispenser.

OTHER BUSINESS
13. Aresolution to authorize the expenditure ofaf7,500 from the advance planning andApprove
research fund, in accordance with Section 6.14®Metro Charter, for the purpose of
participating with other Metro Departments to pa®/imatching funds for an Urban Tree
Canopy Assessment (UTC) to set long-term canoplsgoal develop an urban forest
management plan to achieve them.

14. Amend Resolution No. RS2008-2#lauthorize the expenditure of up to $30,000 from-Approve
the advance planning and research fund, where @2Q@v@s previously approved on
November 13, 2008, to provide specific technicalstance to staff in the development
of a Form-Based Code for Downtown Nashville, meargupersede (either entirely or in
part) the present zoning ordinance and land dewstop regulations that apply to the
Downtown Community (sub-area 9 boundary).

15. Amend Resolution No. RS2008-2#Pauthorize the expenditure of up to $130,000 wit -Approve
funding provided by the applicant for the May To@anter SP proposal, where $80,000
was previously approved on November 13, 2008, ¢oige for the study of the
economic impacts and traffic/transportation impadtenplementing the Alternative
Development Area Policy in Bells Bend (Bordeaux/WiCreek Community, Subarea
3).

Mr. Ponder moved, and Mr. Gotto seconded the mptidrich passed unanimously, to adopt the Conseahdg as
presented.(7-0)

Mr. Gotto moved, and Mr. Ponder seconded the mptidich passed unanimously, to move ltem #£009S-016-001,
Howard Trawick Property, to the beginning of themrdga. (7-0)

Mr. McLean briefly explained the procedures in whibe Commission would hear Iltems #4 and 5, 2008&P®R-001 and
2002P-003-001, Park Preserve (PUD Cancellation)

VIl. PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS

1. 2008z-079U-10
Whitland Avenue
Map: 103-16 Parcels: various
Map: 104-09, 104-09-Q Parcels: various
Green Hills/Midtown Community Plan
Council District 24 — Jason Holleman
Staff Reviewer: Carrie Logan

A request to apply a Neighborhood Conservation faydor various properties on both sides of Whitdlakvenue between
Wilson Boulevard South and Bowling Avenue, zoned(BB61 acres), requested by Councilmember Jastartkn,
applicant, for various owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST A request to apply a Neighborhood Conservatiorr@y for various properties on both sides of
Whitland Avenue between Wilson Boulevard South Bod/ling Avenue, zoned One and Two-Family Residé(R8)
(19.61 acres).

Existing Zoning
R8 District -R8requires a minimum 8,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexesat
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overall density of 5.41 dwelling units per acreluming 25% duplex lots.

Deferral This item was deferred in order to allow the restdef Whitland Avenue to discuss the proposed haighood
Conservation Overlay further. Councilmember Hobenteld neighborhood meetings on Novemb@088, and December
1, 2008.

PROPOSED OVERLAY DISTRICT Section 17.36.120 of the Metro Zoning Ordinancegaizes Neighborhood
Conservation Districts, along with Historic Pression Districts and Historic Landmarks, as “Histobistricts.” These are
defined as geographical areas which possess disagmniconcentration, linkage or continuity of sitbuildings, structures or
objects which are united by past events or aestibtiby plan or physical development, and thattho@e or more of the
following criteria:

1. The district is associated with an event tizet made a significant contribution to local, stateational history; or

2. ltincludes structures associated with thediuf persons significant in local, state or natidmistory; or

3. It contains structures or groups of structtines embody the distinctive characteristics offeet period or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a niastethat possess high artistic values, or thatagent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may ladividual distinction; or

4. It has yielded or may be likely to yield arebbgical information important in history or pretary; or
5. ltis listed or is eligible for listing in thdational Register of Historic Places.

The Metro Historic Zoning Commission will reviewyanew construction including additions, demolitipnsrelocation of
structures.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium (RLM) RLM policy is intended accommodate residential development withinresitg range
of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predoanit development type is single-family homes, alffosome townhomes
and other forms of attached housing may be appatspri

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The proposed Whitland Avenue Neighborhoods€pration Overlay does not change the
base zoning. Further, the proposed overlay willeséo preserve the distinctive character of Whitl#&\venue. This area
was designated as Worthy of Conservation in théZB@en Hills/Midtown Community Plan. Whitland Auee is also part
of a larger area that is listed on the Nationalifeg of Historic Places.

Metro Historic Zoning Commission Recommendation At it's meeting on February 18, 2009, the Metrotbiig Zoning
Commission (MHZC) adopted revised design guidelfoeshe proposed Whitland Avenue Neighborhood @ovetion
District.

The design guidelines were revised to clarify:

= what is reviewed and not reviewed by the MHZC Meaghborhood Conservation District;
- when it may be appropriate to add front or sideTdos;

- the size and height of rear ridge raised dormers;

- when it may be appropriate to construct a sidetewidiand

- when it may be appropriate to construct a frontpaddition.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exceptions Taken

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT

Projected student generation  As this request to apply a Neighborhood Consemaafiverlay does not change the
underlying zone district, the number of expectemishts to be generated is zero.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval because the requesh&stent with the applicable land use
policies and the intent of Section 17.36.120 ofNtetro Zoning Code.

022609Minutes.doc 4 of 25



Approved (7-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-14

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that 2008Z-097U-10 SPPROVED. (7-0)

2. 2008z-088T
Mobile Vendors on Cleveland Street
Staff Reviewer: Jennifer Regen

A council bill to amend the Metro Zoning Code, $&ttl7.04.060 to modify the definition of "mobilendor" to exempt
vending activity along Cleveland Street betweerkBison Pike and McFerrin Avenue, sponsored by Gomember Pam
Murray.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED TextAmendment 2008Z-088T to April 14, 2009, unless the
Council Public Hearing is held on March 3, 2009, tbn defer to March 12, 2009, at the request of thepplicant. (7-0)

VIII. PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS

3. 20087-042G-06
Map: 155-00 Parcels:122, Part of 293
Bellevue Community Plan
Council District 35 — Bo Mitchell
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request to amend a previously approved Coundil(BL2005-543) to remove condition #5 restrictiagcess to Moss
Road for property located at Highway 100 (unnum@dezened Multi- Family Residential (RM9), approxitely 775 feet
south of Collins Road (6.03 acres), requested bgtWkeade Realtors, applicant, for Betty French ldlady and James
Johnson, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with condition

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED INDEHRNITELY Zone Change 2008Z-042G-06, at the request
of the applicant. (7-0)

4. 2009Z-005PR-001
Map: 059-00 Parcels: 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 221
Map: 060-00 Parcel: 072
Bordeaux/Whites Creek Community Plan
Council District 2 — Frank R. Harrison
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to change from RM9 zoning to RS80 zomirgperties located at Brick Church Pike (unnumieeaad Whites
Creek Pike (unnumbered), (260.43 acres), requést&buncilmember Frank Harrison, applicant. Propewners are
Nashville Area Habitat for Humanity Inc. and Hagli@orporation. (See also Proposal No. 2002P-003-001

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Multi-Family ResidentiRM9) zoning to Single-Family Residential
(RS80) zoning properties located at Brick ChurdteRunnumbered) and Whites Creek Pike (unnumbe(2@),.43 acres).

Existing Zoning

RM9 District -RM9is intended for single-family, duplex, and mubiAfily dwellings at a density of 9 dwelling unitsrpe
acre.
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Proposed Zoning
RS80 District -RS80equires a minimum 80,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
0.46 dwelling units per acre.

BORDEAUX/WHITES CREEK COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential Medium Density (RM)RM policy is intended to accommodate residenteledlopment within a density range
of four to nine dwelling units per acre. A varietffhousing types are appropriate. The most comiyymes include
compact, single-family detached units, town-honaes, walk-up apartments.

Consistent with Policy? No. The request to rezone the property from RM9 to RS8®t consistent with the RM policy.
The 0.46 dwelling units per acre of the RS80 disis well below the density range of four to ndweelling units per acre of
the RM policy.

ANALYSIS This request would rezone seven parcels from RMR®S380. The rezoning will create one substandarckpar
where the existing parcel size will be less thaf@80 square feet. Section 17.40.670 of the Metmiiry Code allows that a
single-family structure may be constructed on allggreated lot that contains less than the mimmot area required by
the zoning district provided the lot contains a imium area of 3,750 square feet and existed pritrdalate of the
ordinance.

The property is within the Park Preserve Planneid Development (PUD). There is an accompanyingiestjto this
rezoning to cancel the PUD. Currently, the PUBgproved for 327 multi-family units and 416 sinédenily lots for a total
of 743 dwelling units. The RS80 zoning would pédragproximately 120 single-family lots with a cleistot subdivision.

Additionally, the owner of the property has made Blanning Commission aware of Fair Housing Act equgial housing
issues. In a November 11, 2008, memorandum tBldmening Commission, the property owner, the Nd&h#irea Habitat
for Humanity (NAHFH) wrote:

“NAHFH has proclaimed its intent to construct horaéferdable to families earning 50% or less of tedian family
income, ninety-three percent (93%) of which areanities.... Any action taken by the MPC in an effarfrustrate
NAHFH'’s ability to construct homes for its intendezsidents on the Property would have a dispanap@ét on minorities
because it will deprive minorities of affordableusing opportunities, and therefore, violate the Faiusing Act.”

A memo dated February 2, 2009, has been prepartétebyetro Legal Department regarding the impad¢hefproposed
zoning on compliance with the Fair Housing Act (PHd the Religious Land Use and InstitutionaliPetlsons Act
(RLUIPA). A copy of the memo has been includechwite staff report packet sent to the Planning Casion. The Legal
Department has advised the Metro Council not tgatios rezoning request and the accompanying stdaeancel the
Park Preserve PUD. At the first reading for thestinances, the Council voted to indefinitely dedeth requests.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District RM9/PUD

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Y Number of Lots (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family

Detached(210) 260.43 N/A 416 3860 301 387

*Number of single-family lots currently approved in PUD.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District RM9/PUD

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) y Number of Units | (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential *

Condo/Townhome(230 260.43 N/A 327 1804 134 159

*Number of multi-family units currently approved in PUD
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Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District RS80

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Y Number of Lots (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family

Detached (210 260.43 0.46 120 1230 94 127

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 260.43 -623 -4434 -341 -419

LEGAL DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION  Conclusion and Legal Recommendation of the Fepr2a2009, memo
sent to the Metro Council:

In summary, NAHFH has announced its intention ahkenh steps to build a neighborhood of low-to-motdeiacome
housing on its property in compliance with the eatrzoning and existing PUD, NAHFH is protected emigderal law by
the Fair Housing Act and RLUIPA, there is widesgreammunity opposition to NAHFH’s plans, and thpgposition
resulted in the rezoning legislation under consitien, BL2009-384 and BL2009-385. (While BL200%43was also filed in
an apparent response to this issue, as currenttgmrits adoption would not impact NAHFH’s abjlito carry out its
project.) As a result, while the legislation magyreutral on its face, evidence that these bitso@ing enacted specifically
to target NAHFH and its proposed use of the prgperill be a relevant consideration for a fedemlid. It is the advice of
the Department of Law that the Council not adojs lggislation, BL2009-384 and BL2009-385. The Ftphotects the
right of individuals to live in the residence o&thchoice in the communityl’arkin v. State of Mich. Dept. of Social

Services, 89 F.3d 285, 291 (6th Cir. 1996). Even if thegwsed legislation was not found to be “intentityial
discriminatory under the FHA, a court is likelyfiod that it has a disparate impact on a protectasts. It is also likely that
a court would find that this legislation violateEBPA. This legislation, BL2009-384 and BL2009-3&®uld endanger the
approval by the Court of the proposed, pending eoindecree of the Metropolitan Government withDiegpartment of
Justice, as well as result in additional litigatemminst the Metropolitan Government by NAHFH amel DOJ resulting in
additional fines and damages being awarded agiedtletropolitan Government, as well as furtheunagive relief.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected Student Generation As this request to change from a multi-family teirrgle-family district represents a
down zoning, the number of expected students geberated would be less than could be generatest gndent zoning.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of the zone changeestdpecause the RS80 zoning
district is not consistent with RM land use policyn addition, the Legal Department has advisedMietro Council not to
adopt this legislation.

[Note: Items #4 and #5 were discussed by The Metropolitan Planning Commission together. See Item #5 for actions and
resolutions.]

5. 2002P-003-001
Park Preserve (PUD Cancellation)
Map: 059-00 Parcels: 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 221
Map: 060-00 Parcel: 072
Bordeaux/Whites Creek Community Plan
Council District 2 — Frank R. Harrison
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to cancel the Park Preserve PlannedDéwielopment Overlay district on properties locage®rick Church Pike
(unnumbered) and Whites Creek Pike (unnumbereg@yoapd for 327 multi-family units and 416 singlerfdy lots for a
total of 743 dwelling units (260.43 acres), zoRM9 and proposed for RS80, requested by Councilneerfatank Harrison,
applicant. Property owners are Nashville Area Hdlior Humanity Inc. and Harding Corporation. ($¢s0 Proposal No.
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2009Z-005PR-001).
Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - PUD Cancellation

A request to cancel the Park Preserve PlannedDéwielopment Overlay district on properties locaae®rick Church Pike
(unnumbered) and Whites Creek Pike (unnumberearoged for 327 multi-family units and 416 singbefily lots for a
total of 743 dwelling units (260.43 acres), zohdti-Family Residential (RM9) and proposed for @igrFamily
Residential (RS80).

PLAN DETAILS The Council approved plan for the Park Preserve PdsDevised by the Planning Commission, consists
of both single-family and multi-family units on 2@@ acres. The PUD is designed to protect ther@mwiental features of
the site and fit into the existing residential falof the surrounding area through location of liogs$ypes, street connections
and open space. The single-family lots are conatdrto the north and southwest portion of the Puille the multi-

family units are located to the southeast. Thetirfaunily units are designed as one, two and theteey buildings ranging
from seven to ten units per building.

Environmental Features Approximately 140 acres (53%) are designated pencand Open Space space. The plan is
designed to preserve large areas of severe slopkgtering the units on portions of the site thate not as
environmentally constrained. The open space argastth maintain the existing tree mass, and propasive recreation use
in the form of walking trails that meander throughthe development and within open space showmeatear of the single-
family lots.

AccessAccess to the PUD is provided by connections tdaisane to the north, Adlai Street to the southsdReDrive and
Malta Drive to the east, and Trinity Hills Drive tioe west. All internal streets are designed inr&iinear pattern and
provide connections throughout the PUD and to afjasites. Some streets are designed to termima&i¢hier a permanent
or temporary cul-de-sac. Sidewalks and street #eeslso planned within the public right of way.

PUD HISTORY In 2002, PHP Ministries, Inc., requested a rezgtitom Single-Family Residential (RS7.5) to Multi-
Family Residential (RM4) on approximately 260.48egoon the east side of Whites Creek Pike betwealtaNDrive and
Haynie Avenue. Planning staff recommended disagbrof that initial zone change request becaus@tbperty contains
steep topography and a straight zone change cesidt in development that was not sensitive tdiilisides.

2002 PUD Plan PHP Ministries subsequently worked with Plannitaff¢o develop a plan that was consistent with the
goals of the adopted community plan. That plan prasented to the Planning Commission as a Pladngdevelopment
application along with a request to rezone the @ryto RM9 at the Commission’s May 23, 2002, megeti The PUD plan
consisted of 839 units, including 469 multi-familgits and 370 single-family lots. At the May 2802, meeting, the
Planning Commission recommended the PUD plan an@l Ridoning to the Metro Council for approval wittmditions.

On July 16, 2002, the Metro Council approved théRilan and RM9 rezoning as recommended by the Rignn
Commission, but with a reduction in the number mitsito 743 total units, including 327 multi-famiéyd 416 single-family
lots.

2003 RevisionIn 2003, PHP Ministries applied for a revision e foreliminary plan for Phases 1 and 3 of the Pu®far
final site plan approval for Phase 1. The propasedsions slightly altered the number of livingitsrin Phases 1 and 3,
replacing the Council-approved 327 multi-family tsnivith 325 multi-family units and increasing thegie-family lots in
these phases from 25 to 29. Both the revisionlse@reliminary PUD and the final site plan wergraped by the Planning
Commission on the consent agenda of the Commissiurie 26, 2003, meeting.

2003 Community Plan Update On September 25, 2003, the Planning Commissiproapd the 2003 update of the
Bordeaux-Whites Creek Community Plan. That Comuyupian applied the Residential Medium (RM) land pslicy to
the PUD site and the surrounding land. The zonistgidts in place at the time of the plan’s adoptinocluded RS7.5, R8
and RM9, which support densities between 4 andit8 an acre.

2008 RevisionIn the spring of 2008, the Harding Corporationpasmer of the PUD property, applied for another s&n to

the preliminary PUD plan. The revised preliminBtyD plan was approved by the Planning Commissiotherconsent
agenda of the Commission’s April 24, 2008, agenda.
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The April 24, 2008, revisions included the follogin
- Some buildings, as well as intersections, wergaeged in order to minimize grading and presergped. Several
lots on the east side of Park Preserve Way, whigtewn steep slopes, were removed.

- A stub street was added to the north, where a ewdat was previously located. The street will &valty connect
to Ewing Drive.

- The intersection off of Whites Creek Pike was miedif Park Preserve Way changed from a througbtsivea T-
intersection, which minimizes grading in this ldoat

- A common open space area was identified as a pegsiblic park if accepted by Metro Parks.

The April 24, 2008, revisions superseded the remssiand final site plan approved by the Planningn@éssion in June
2003. The currently approved PUD plan, therefordudes all provisions approved by the Metro CalincJuly 2002, as
revised by the Planning Commission on April 24,200he final site plan approved by the Planningn@assion in June
2003 is no longer effective.

2008 Periodic ReviewAt its meeting of December 11, 2008, the Planningh@ission conducted a periodic review of the
Park Preserve PUD under Section 17.40.120.H ofrigpBiode. The Commission found that the PUD wasechile to the
specific and unique aggregate of actions takemétrrent owner as presented in the oral presemsaand written record.

Staff Analysis The RM9 district, together with the requirementd dmitations of the residential PUD overlay distriare
consistent with the Residential Medium (RM) lané pslicy and other policies as designated by thel®mux-Whites Creek
Community Plan for this property.

The RM policy supports a variety of housing typethin a density range of four to nine dwelling @niter acre. The most
common housing types include compact, single-faahétiached units, town-homes, and walk-up apartm&hts Park
Preserve PUD was approved at an overall densi2y85 units per acre. The land use policy and theeat zoning
encourage a much higher density than the PUD piaviges, but in order to maintain tree mass antkgtsteep slopes, the
site is not proposed to be completely built-out arstead proposed to be developed to respeatvisommental features.
Even with the preservation of the hillsides androggace areas, the land use policies could possilpigort a PUD of higher
density.

The Bordeaux-Whites Creek Community Plan suppbsstifill of residential uses in this area. Speci§isues raised during
the development of the structure plan resultethiénfollowing goals:

. Provide New Residential Growth — encourage new residential growth to supportrdéservices.

. Prevent Additional Industrial Zoning — prevent additional industrial or other similaes in the community. Provide
additional land for residential growth

. Improve Housing Choices — provide locations for condominiums, townhouses] apartments to allow for greater

diversity in the housing stock in the communitytratt young professionals, empty-nesters, or @persons.

Most of the property abutting the current PUD ise®d RS7.5, which allows single-family residential’dlopment on lots
with a minimum size of 7,500 square feet. RS7fmpallows development at up to 4.94 units peeashich would allow
approximately 1,284 single family units on the 260es that are included within the Park Preserve.PThese numbers
assume that 15% of the area would be used for r@madisther infrastructure.

Additionally, the owner of the property has made Btanning Commission aware of FHA and equal hauisisues. In a
November 11, 2008, memorandum to the Planning Casiati, the property owner, the Nashville Area Hattfibr
Humanity (NAHFH) wrote:

“NAHFH has proclaimed its intent to construct horafferdable to families earning 50% or less of tiedian family
income, ninety-three percent (93%) of which arearities.... Any action taken by the MPC in an efffiar frustrate
NAHFH'’s ability to construct homes for its intendezsidents on the Property would have a dispanap@ét on minorities
because it will deprive minorities of affordableusing opportunities, and therefore, violate the Haiusing Act.”

A memo dated February 2, 2009, has been prepartitebetro Legal Department regarding the impadhefproposed
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zoning on compliance with the Fair Housing Act (FH#kd the Religious Land Use and InstitutionaliPeslsons Act
(RLUIPA). A copy of the memo has been included whth staff report packet sent to the Planning Cossion. The Legal
Department has advised the Metro Council not tipaithis request to cancel the Parks Preserve RidRhe accompanying
rezoning request from RM9 to RS80. At the firgtdimg for these ordinances, the Council voted defimitely defer both
requests.

LEGAL DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION Conclusion and Legal Recommendation of the Fekra2009 memo
sent to the Metro Council:

In summary, NAHFH has announced its intention ahkenh steps to build a neighborhood of low-to-motdeiacome
housing on its property in compliance with the eatrzoning and existing PUD, NAHFH is protected emigderal law by
the Fair Housing Act and RLUIPA, there is widesgreammunity opposition to NAHFH’s plans, and thigposition
resulted in the rezoning legislation under consitien, BL2009-384 and BL2009-385. (While BL200%43was also filed in
an apparent response to this issue, as currenittgmrits adoption would not impact NAHFH’s abjlito carry out its
project.) As a result, while the legislation magyreutral on its face, evidence that these bitso@ing enacted specifically
to target NAHFH and its proposed use of the prgpevill be a relevant consideration for a fedemlid. It is the advice of
the Department of Law that the Council not adojs ldgislation, BL2009-384 and BL2009-385. The Ftphotects the
right of individuals to live in the residence ogthchoice in the communityl’arkin v. State of Mich. Dept. of Social

Services, 89 F.3d 285, 291 (6th Cir. 1996). Even if thegwsed legislation was not found to be “intentityial
discriminatory under the FHA, a court is likelyfitod that it has a disparate impact on a protectasts. It is also likely that
a court would find that this legislation violates BRPA. This legislation, BL2009-384 and BL2009-3&%uld endanger the
approval by the Court of the proposed, pending eoindecree of the Metropolitan Government withDiegpartment of
Justice, as well as result in additional litigatamminst the Metropolitan Government by NAHFH amel DOJ resulting in
additional fines and damages being awarded agi@dtletropolitan Government, as well as furtheunagive relief.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of the request toelahe Park Preserve PUD. The
existing PUD and base zoning are consistent withsapport the residential goals and objectivesradlby the Bordeaux-
Whites Creek Community Plan. The current PUD pléhoentribute to the residential growth neededtpport commercial
services and improvements to public facilities aadrices. The housing mix also advances the dgalbeiding choice.
The mixture of housing types will accommodate fésil single households as well as seniors. litiadd, through the use
of the cluster-lot provisions of the Zoning Codwes tlesign of the PUD protects the environmentahsgive areas on these
properties. Further, the Legal Department hassadivihe Metro Council not to adopt this legislation

Ms. Bernards presented and stated that staff smwewending disapproval of Zone Change 2009Z-005PR-&9well as
disapproval of the request to cancel Planned Ueitdlbbpment 2002P-003-001.

The proponents in favor of approving Zone Chand#®Ze005PR-001, and the request to cancel Plann&ddrmelopment
2002P-003-001, were first to address the Commissidrey were given 20 minutes to speak and prekeirtviews to the
Commission.

Councilmember Harrison, District 2, spoke in favbthe requested zone change as well as in favttreofancellation of
PUD 2002P-003-001.

Councilmember Hunt, District 3, spoke in favor loé requested zone change as well as in favor afaheellation of PUD
2002P-003-001.

The opponents not in favor of approving Zone Cha@#7-005PR-001, nor approving the request toedPlanned Unit
Development 2002P-003-001, were given 20 minutespéak and present their views to the Commission.

Ms. Chris McCarthy, 1006"8Avenue South, spoke in favor of staff's recommeiodieto disapprove Zone Change 2009Z-
005PR-001 and to disapprove the cancellation afritld Unit Development 2002P-003-001.

Mr. Gary Bigelow, 1006 8 Avenue South, spoke in favor of staff's recomméioaeto disapprove Zone Change 2009Z-
005PR-001 and to disapprove the cancellation afritld Unit Development 2002P-003-001.
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Ms. Lillian Gilmer, Reno & Cavanaugh, spoke in faed staff's recommendation to disapprove Zone @jea2009Z-
005PR-001 and to disapprove the cancellation afritld Unit Development 2002P-003-001. She submiitfiedmation for
the record and requested that a copy of the Deaerih@008, minutes also be added to the record.

The Commission closed the public hearing.

Mr. Gotto acknowledged the difficult nature of tteguested proposals. He then mentioned the lawsuigntly moving
through the legal system regarding the requesteelaiment located in this area. He spoke of &ll#gal opinions of each
respective party involved and offered that thelfdecision regarding this issue should come froendburts. He expressed
concerns with the number of low income housing thaking proposed for placement in this particalaa of the County
and its implications on this community. He stateat due to the many conflicts involved with thesvdlopment, he would
abstain from voting.

Mr. Tyler requested clarification on the applicaméquest for rezoning the parcel to RS80 and venektere were similar
requests made for this type of rezoning.

Mr. Bernhardt explained a recent RS80 request tatddsthat these requests were supported by efteeural policy or
conservation policy.

Mr. Tyler acknowledged that the request for RS&Drdit support the policy planned for this area. tiéan mentioned that
this area of the county has not experienced dewstop like other parts of the county. He reiterdiesdrequest for the
development to contain more mixed income housingpg®sed to all low income and that this woulddrettipport the
existing community. He then mentioned the needhfiwtitional studies on placing low income housimgtghout the entire
City.

Dr. Cummings acknowledged the good ministry oftabitat for Humanity organization, however, exgegther concern
with the density of the proposal, its placemerihis community, and its lack of mixed-use compogaer&he briefly
explained her views on this development.

Mr. Ponder offered and reminded the Commissionttieit role was only to make a decision on the teaquests being
made; which were to rezone the parcel to RS80 @edricel the Planned Unit Development. He did hawvacknowledge
all of the issues and comments that were madediggthe entire proposal, however, would only Haisedecision on the
current requests being made of the Commission

Ms. Jones agreed with Mr. Ponder in that the Comigmisshould only focus on the two decisions beirgienof the
Commission. She did express her enthusiasm oprdpmsed parks and open space that are part pfopesed
development planned for this area.

Ms. LeQuire too acknowledged the difficulty of tremjuest. She commended the applicant for utilizumgainable
development and briefly pointed out each compomahided in the project that supported this type@felopment. She
then spoke of the various issues relating to thieetbpment, as well as overall development takiagepin the entire City.
She also commented that the location of the prgjectid be sustainable, as well as the buildingrias. In closing, she
suggested to further communications between bathpgyy, that the Commission cancel the PUD and ribbagthe rezoning
for the parcel and defer it to allow additional ¢iffor much needed discussions between both parties.

Mr. Ponder moved, and Ms. Jones seconded the mati@pprove staff's recommendation which is t@gdgove of Zone
Change 2009Z-005PR-001, and disapprove the retpueancel Planned Unit Development 2002P-003-001.

Ms. LeQuire expressed issues with casting her @otihe motion and requested clarification on aliuwe ways in which
the motion could cancel the PUD, without calling the zoning.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Commission cowddoel the PUD which would allow the existing zoniade in affect,
which was RM9. He then offered that it is the roléhe Commission to determine whether that tigeest being made by
the applicant is consistent with the adopted conityyafan for this area. He further explained tliegtion of the
Community Plan for this area and the goals plarfoethis portion of the district.
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Mr. Ponder moved, and Ms. Jones seconded the mati@pprove staff's recommendation which is t@gdgove of Zone
Change 2009Z-005PR-001, and disapprove the retpueancel Planned Unit Development 2002P-003-(®-D-2)
Abstained — Gotto, Lequire

Resolution No. RS2008-15

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2009Z-005PR-001HSAPPROVED. (5-0-2)

Resolution No. RS2009-16

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2002P-003-001 BISAPPROVED. (5-0-2)

Mr. Bernhardt explained that Council requested thatPlanning Department along with MDHA provideeport that spoke
to the issue of housing diversity in this areahaf County.

IX. PUBLIC HEARING: SPECIFIC PLANS

6. 2009SP-003-001
Anchor Property Holdings
Map: 050-00 Parcel: 088
Parkwood/Union Hill Community Plan
Council District 3 — Walter Hunt
Staff Reviewer: Brian Sexton

A request to change from CS to SP-A zoning for prigplocated at 3502 Dickerson Pike, approximaBelb5 feet north of
Doverside Drive (2.88 acres), to permit wreckewiserand automobile repair uses, requested by Anehaperty Holdings
LLC, owner/applicant.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP

A request to change from Commercial Service (CSpecific Plan-Auto (SP-A) zoning for property lted at 3502
Dickerson Pike, approximately 3,255 feet north of/Brside Drive (2.88 acres), to permit wrecker iserand automobile
repair uses.

Existing Zoning
CS District - Commercial Servids intended for retail, consumer service, finaheestaurant, office, self-storage, light
manufacturing and small warehouse uses.

Proposed Zoning

SP-A District - Specific Plan-Automobiis a zoning District category that provides fodigidnal flexibility of design,
including the relationship of streets to buildinggsprovide the ability to implement the specifietals of the General Plan.
This Specific Plan includes wrecker service andmabile repair uses.

PARKWOOD -UNION HILL COMMUNITY PLAN

Community Center (CC)CC is intended for dense, predominantly commeagui@as at the edge of a neighborhood, which
either sits at the intersection of two major thaioiares or extends along a major thoroughfare. atda tends to mirror the
commercial edge of another neighborhood formingsergling as a “town center” of activity for a groofoneighborhoods.
Appropriate uses within CC areas include singlet rmuilti-family residential, offices, commercial adtand services, and
public benefit uses. An accompanying Urban DesigRlanned Unit Development overlay district oe gitan should
accompany proposals in these policy areas, to @sgpropriate design and that the type of develope@nforms to the
intent of the policy.

Detailed Land Use Plan
Commercial (Com) Commercial is intended for commercial uses onlyhwio residential uses. It is intended for mixed
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commercial buildings with shops at street level afiite uses on the upper levels.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The proposed plan is consistent with the’sau@@ policy. While auto-oriented uses may
not be conducive to creating a pedestrian-oriestexbtscape, the applicant has designed a sitéh@damill bring the
property closer to the goal of creating a pedestoidented streetscape that is consistent withrtteat of the CC policy.

PLAN DETAILS - The site contains an existing one story, 9,580 igfeet building. The existing building is proposed
remain and will continue to be used as a wreckdrtawing facility that will include an automobilepair shop. The plan
proposes a 24 foot driveway leading to the reduifling.

FencingThe front of the site is currently enclosed byfad chain link fence with barbed wire. Staff reaoends that the
applicant replace the chain link fence in the froithe property with a wrought iron fence that tzans brick or stone pillars
between the wrought iron fencing. The fence isliregl for insurance and permitting purposes, agedlicles must be
parked within a secured area.

Landscaping Landscaping is proposed along the front of tluperty. A standard C Landscape Buffer Yard is ireglu
along the rear and side perimeters of the propatjgcent to the properties zoned RS7.5. The applican choose to
provide the landscape buffer on-site, or a permaB@fioot wide landscape easement may be put seplaat would utilize
the heavily wooded areas on the adjacent properti¢be applicant opts to use landscape easeinbetsieeds will be
required to be recorded prior to final site plaprapal.

Parking and Access The plan proposes a total of 48 parking spaceshwheets the parking requirements of the zoning
code. Main access to the site is located off Diete Pike. There is no secondary access to thgepno

Signs Sign details were not included within this SPmittal. Staff is recommending that only one builgimounted and
one monument style sign be permitted. Buildingisigre attached directly to, or supported by biackitached directly to a
principal building. The building sigh must not egdel00 square feet in size. The monument stylersigst not exceed 6
feet in height and can have a maximum sign ar&8aiquare feet. The base of the monument sighlshabnstructed of
brick or stone.

Signs must be externally lit with steady, statignaown directed, and completely shielded lightrsea or may be internally
illuminated or back-lit with a diffused or shieldbéght source. Sign backgrounds must be opaqug,letters and logos may
be illuminated. The monument style sign may b&ditn a ground lighting source.

In addition to signs prohibited by Section 17.32.@5the Metro Zoning Ordinance, prohibited signgiide roof mounted
signs, pole mounted signs, billboards, and sigasftash, rotate, scintillate, blink, flicker ormyain intensity or color,
including all electronic signs.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATIONS Preliminary approval.
. Site is in non-compliance with Metro Stormwateruiegments. Site is required to become compliatt Wetro
Stormwater Regulations prior to any final approvals

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION Reviewed: Conditional Approval
. Approved based on no construction being done gpsiation. Any new construction will require addital
information.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION All Public Works' design standards shall be mediptd any final approvals
and permit issuance. Any approval is subject tolieWorks' approval of the construction plans.

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District CS

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Floor Area (weekday) Hour Hour
New Car Sales

(841) 2.88 0.02 2,509 84 6 7
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Typical Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(ITE Code) Floor Area (weekday) Hour Hour

Automobile

Repair (942 ) 2.88 N/A 9,750 NA 29 33

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District CS

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(ITE Code) Floor Area (weekday) Hour Hour

Shopping

Center (820) 2.88 0.60 75,271 5647 131 526

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(ITE Code) Floor Area (weekday) Hour Hour
(942) 2.88 N/A 9,750 NA 29 33

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Approval with conditions. The proposed SP placdssistent with the CC policy of the
Parkwood-Union Hill Community Plan.

CONDITIONS
1. This SP is limited to wrecker service and autonehepair.
2. The chain link fence in the front of the propertab be replaced with a wrought iron fence thattaors brick or

stone pillars between the wrought iron fencing ipt@oany Use and Occupancy permit.

3. A standard C Landscape Buffer Yard on-site or &80 wide landscape easement on the adjacent piepshall
be provided along the rear and side perimeterseptoperty adjacent to the properties zoned RS7abhdscape
easement(s) used to meet this requirement shaldmeded prior to final site plan approval.

4. One building mounted and one monument style sidgy sirall be permitted. The building mounted sigalkhot
exceed 100 square feet in size. The monumentstyteshall not exceed 6 feet in height and maylmmaximum
sign area of 28 square feet. The base of the menustyle sign shall be constructed of brick onset&igns shall
be externally lit with steady, stationary, downedted, and completely shielded light sources or baainternally
illuminated or back-lit with a diffused or shieldight source. Sign backgrounds shall be opaqgnly, letters and
logos may be illuminated. The monument style sigy tme lit from a ground lighting source. In adulitito signs
prohibited by Section 17.32.050 of the Metro Zon®glinance, prohibited signs include roof mountgas, pole
mounted signs, billboards, and signs that flastateo scintillate, blink, flicker or vary in inteity or color,
including all electronic signs.

5. Prior to final site plan approval, the requiremesftthe Stormwater Division shall be completed, dexhor satisfied
as specifically required by the Stormwater Division

6. For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP plan @nidcluded
as a condition of Commission or Council approva, property shall be subject to the standardsjagas and
requirements of the CS zoning district as of thie ddé the applicable request or application.

7. A corrected copy of the preliminary SP plan incagtimg the conditions of approval by the Plannirapnission
and Council shall be provided to the Planning Depant prior to the filing of any additional devetopnt
applications for this property, and in any eventater than 120 days after the effective date efahacting
ordinance. If a corrected copy of the SP planiiporating the conditions therein is not providedhe Planning
Department within 120 days of the effective dat¢hefenacting ordinance, then the corrected coplyeoEP plan
shall be presented to the Metro Council as an amendto this SP ordinance prior to approval of grading,
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clearing, grubbing, final site plan, or any othevelopment application for the property.

Minor modifications to the preliminary SP plan nmzgyapproved by the Planning Commission or its desidased
upon final architectural, engineering or site desagd actual site conditions. All modifications k& consistent
with the principles and further the objectivesiu tpproved plan. Modifications shall not be peteditexcept
through an ordinance approved by Metro Council ifiettease the permitted density or floor area, uhs not
otherwise permitted, eliminate specific conditiensequirements contained in the plan as adoptedigf this
enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access pouttsurrently present or approved.

The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate waiplysior
fire protection must be met prior to the issuaniceny building permits.

Approved with conditiong7-0) Consent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2009-17

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comiizn that 2009SP-003-001A#PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

2.

This SP is limited to wrecker service and autonebélpair.

The chain link fence in the front of the propertyal be replaced with a wrought iron fence thattaors brick or
stone pillars between the wrought iron fencing ipr@any Use and Occupancy permit.

A standard C Landscape Buffer Yard on-site or £080wide landscape easement on the adjacent pirepshall
be provided along the rear and side perimeterseoptoperty adjacent to the properties zoned RS7ahdscape
easement(s) used to meet this requirement shaidoeded prior to final site plan approval.

One building mounted and one monument style sigynsirall be permitted. The building mounted sigalshot
exceed 100 square feet in size. The monumentstyteshall not exceed 6 feet in height and mal@amaximum
sign area of 28 square feet. The base of the menustyle sign shall be constructed of brick onstdigns shall
be externally lit with steady, stationary, downedted, and completely shielded light sources or beainternally
illuminated or back-lit with a diffused or shieldéght source. Sign backgrounds shall be opagnly,letters and
logos may be illuminated. The monument style sigy ime lit from a ground lighting source. In adalitito signs
prohibited by Section 17.32.050 of the Metro Zon®glinance, prohibited signs include roof mountgas pole
mounted signs, billboards, and signs that flastateo scintillate, blink, flicker or vary in inteitys or color,
including all electronic signs.

Prior to final site plan approval, the requiremenftthe Stormwater Division shall be completed, dexhor satisfied
as specifically required by the Stormwater Division

For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP plan @nidtluded
as a condition of Commission or Council approva, property shall be subject to the standardsjatgaos and
requirements of the CS zoning district as of thie déthe applicable request or application.

A corrected copy of the preliminary SP plan incagtimg the conditions of approval by the Plannirag®nission
and Council shall be provided to the Planning Depant prior to the filing of any additional devetopnt
applications for this property, and in any eventater than 120 days after the effective date efahacting
ordinance. If a corrected copy of the SP planiiperating the conditions therein is not providedhe Planning
Department within 120 days of the effective dat¢hefenacting ordinance, then the corrected coplyeoEP plan
shall be presented to the Metro Council as an amendtto this SP ordinance prior to approval of grading,
clearing, grubbing, final site plan, or any othevelopment application for the property.

Minor modifications to the preliminary SP plan nizgyapproved by the Planning Commission or its desidpased
upon final architectural, engineering or site desagd actual site conditions. All modifications k& consistent
with the principles and further the objectivesiuf pproved plan. Modifications shall not be peteditexcept

022609Minutes.doc 15 of 25



through an ordinance approved by Metro Council iherease the permitted density or floor area, @sks not
otherwise permitted, eliminate specific conditi@nsequirements contained in the plan as adoptedigh this
enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access pouttsurrently present or approved.

9. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate waiplysior
fire protection must be met prior to the issuaniceny building permits.

X. PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

7. 20097-001HP-001
Tanglewood Historic Preservation District
Map: 051-16 Parcels: 009, 009.01, 020
Map: 061-04 Parcels: 030, 031, 032, 033, 034, 036, 151
Madison Community Plan
Council District 4 — Michael Craddock
Staff Reviewer: Brian Sexton

A request to apply a Historic Preservation OveBéstrict to 11 properties located at 4903, 4908074 4908, 4909, 4910,
4911, 4914, and 4918 Tanglewood Drive N., Tangleiddve N. (unnumbered) and Tangelwood Court (unpered),
(6.71 acres), zoned RS20, requested by Councilmektisbael Craddock, for various property owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to apply a Historic Preservation Ovebéstrict to 11 properties located at 4903,
4905, 4907, 4908, 4909, 4910, 4911, 4914, and Fabglewood Drive N., Tanglewood Drive N. (unnumiagrand
Tangelwood Court (unnumbered), (6.71 acres), z&iedle-Family Residential (RS20).

Existing Zoning
RS20 District -RS20@equires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
1.85 dwelling units per acre.

PROPOSED OVERLAY DISTRICT Section 17.36.120 of the Metro Zoning Ordinanc@gaizes Neighborhood
Conservation Districts, along with Historic Pression Districts and Historic Landmarks, as “Histobistricts.” These are
defined as geographical areas which possess disagniconcentration, linkage or continuity of sitéuildings, structures or
objects which are united by past events or aestibtiby plan or physical development, and thattho@e or more of the
following criteria:

1. The district is associated with an event tizet made a significant contribution to local, stateational history; or

2. ltincludes structures associated with thediuf persons significant in local, state or natidmistory; or

3. It contains structures or groups of structtines embody the distinctive characteristics offzet period or method of

construction, or that represent the work of a niastethat possess high artistic values, or thatagent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may ladividual distinction; or

4. It has yielded or may be likely to yield arebbbgical information important in history or pretary; or
5. ltis listed or is eligible for listing in thdational Register of Historic Places.

The Metro Historic Zoning Commission will reviewyanew construction including additions, demolitipos relocation of
structures.

MADISON COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential Low (RL) RL policy is intended to conserve large areas t#t#ished, low density (one to two dwelling units
per acre) residential development. The predomidanelopment type is single-family homes.
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Consistent with Policy? Yes. The Historic Preservation Overlay Districc@sistent with RL policy in this area. The RL
policy supports the conservation of large establisireas such as the Tanglewood area. Furthermakgple properties
within the Tanglewood neighborhood are eligiblelfsting on the National Register of Historic Place

Metro Historic Commission staff has determined thvaiperties located at 4911, 4909, and 4907 TargehvDrive are
eligible for listing in the National Register of$oric Places, which satisfies criteria five above.

The remaining properties located at 4903, 4905848010, 4914, 4918 and two unnumbered propedestéd on
Tanglewood Drive and Tanglewood Court all embodidctive characteristics of a type, period or métbf construction
which satisfies criteria three above.

The Tanglewood District is significant in part diets association with Robert Condra. The Tangkavblistoric District is
the only known example of Condra’s design of detaathwellings in a residential neighborhood in Nalfdwhich satisfies
criteria two above.

Metro Historic Zoning Commission RecommendationAt its meeting on February 18, 2009, the Metro étistZoning
Commission (MHZC) approved the boundaries of thappsed Tanglewood Historic Preservation Overlayridisas a
historically significant geographic area in accorckawith the criteria of Metro Code 17.36.120.

Additionally, the MHZC adopted design guidelines tiwe district.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval. The request is consiatiém the Madison Community Plan
and the intent of Section 17.36.120 of the Zoniogl€

Approved,(7-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-18

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2009Z-001HP-001 APPROVED. (7-0)

Xl.  PUBLIC HEARING: CONCEPT PLANS

8. 2007S-073U-03
Nocturne Village
Map: 070-03 Parcels: 006, 007
Map: 070-07 Parcels: 062, 063
Bordeaux/Whites Creek Community Plan
Council District 2 — Frank Harrison
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request to extend concept plan approval for @ yo May 10, 2010, for a 50-lot cluster subdoison property located
at Overall Street (unnumbered), 869 West Trinitpé,aand West Trinity Lane (unnumbered), northeastar of West
Trinity Lane and Overall Street, zoned RS7.5 an@®RS8locturne Village Investors, owner, Wamble & ddates, surveyor.
Staff Recommendation: Approve with condition

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan Extension

A request to extend concept plan approval foryamas to May 10, 2010, for a 50-lot cluster subdonison property located
at Overall Street (unnumbered), 869 West Trinitpé,aand West Trinity Lane (unnumbered), northeastar of West
Trinity Lane and Overall Street, zoned Single-FarRiesidential (RS7.5) and (RS20).

Zoning
RS20 District - RS2@equires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
1.85 dwelling units per acre.

RS7.5 District _RS7.fequires a minimum 7,500 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
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4.94 dwelling units per acre.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS The concept plan for the 50 lot Nocturne Villagedivision was approved by the Planning
Commission on May 10, 2007. The applicant is reting an extension of the approval due to thedliffy the applicant is
experiencing marketing this property.

A plan for 35 single-family lots was approved oisthroperty in August of 2006. That plan originaligs revised with the
May 2007 concept plan to account for a stream buff@ssing the western boundary of the propertyradésigned to
eliminate double frontage lots along West Trinignke and lots without public street frontage. Ttepted plan is well laid
out with alley access and needed street connections

Section 2-3.4.f of the Subdivision Regulations jdevfor an extension of one additional year fopaaept plan:

f. Effective Period of Concept Plan Approval. The approval of a concept plan of a minor sulsitivi shall be effective
for a period of one year and the approval of a eptiplan for a major subdivision shall be effecfioetwo years from the
date of Planning Commission Approval. Prior to éixpiration of the concept plan approval, such plpproval may be
extended for one additional year upon request fatié iPlanning Commission deems such extensiorogpigte based upon
progress made in developing the subdivision.

The applicant has made substantial efforts to malhleeproperty since the May 2007 approval. Theephas been adjusted
several times. Three offers have been receivedvbre not followed through due to financing diffittes and unacceptable
financing arrangements. The applicant has reqdéekeeadditional year to continue marketing thepprty.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends that approval of the concept ptaaxtended for one year to May 10,
2010, with the condition that all conditions of tkiay 10, 2007, approval of this concept plan renéth the extension.

CONDITION
1. All conditions of the May 10, 2007, approval ofglioncept plan remain with the extension.

Approved with conditiong7-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-19

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comizn that 2007S-073U-03 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. All conditions of the May 10, 2007, approval ofglioncept plan remain with the extension.”

Xll.  PUBLIC HEARING: FINAL PLANS

9. 2009S-015-001
Newlin's Marrowbone Lake Road Subdivision
Map: 028-00 Parcels: 016.01
Joelton Community Plan
Council District 1 — Lonnell R. Matthews, Jr.
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request for final plat approval to create threts lon property located at 6025 Marrowbone LakedRapproximately 480
feet north of Grays Point Road (9.31 acres), zdkiRda, requested by Jeffrey A. Newlin et ux, own&ampbell, McRae &
Associates Surveying Inc., surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with condition

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat

A request for final plat approval to create thrats lon property located at 6025 Marrowbone LakedRagproximately 480
feet north of Grays Point Road (9.31 acres), zdkgritultural/ Residential (AR2a).
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ZONING

AR2a District - Agricultural/Residentiabquires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and isnidég for uses that generally occur
in rural areas, including single-family, two-famignd mobile homes at a density of one dwelling pei 2 acres. The
AR2a District is intended to implement the natwahservation or interim nonurban land use poliofethe general plan.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS The plat will create three irregularly shaped lata predominantly rural area of the county.
Because this area is not predominantly developtat, @mparability analysis was not required by $ubdivision
Regulations.

The land use policy for this property is Naturah€ervation due to slopes in excess of 20%. Eddmawbeen identified as
a critical lot. As the lots will be served by imitiual septic systems, the building envelopes faisL1 and 2 have been
identified on the plat and the existing house ieetmain on lot 3. The building envelopes are ledah areas with less than
20% slope.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION Approved

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION -One & two family final plat plans must show riésdrom fire hydrant(s) flow
test, performed within 6 months with a minimum 600 gpm @ 20 psi available at hydrants, for bugdinp to 3600sq.
ft.to be approved for fire hydrant flow requiremsnt

No part of any building shall be more than 500dni a fire hydrant via an approved hard surfacd.roa

All fire department access roads shall be 20 féeimum width and shall have an unobstructed verttzarance of 13.6 ft.
All dead end roads over 150 ft. in length requif®a ft. diameter turnaround, this includes tempptarnarounds.
Temporary T-type turnarounds that last no more thanyear shall be approved by the Fire Marshalfie©

Developer needs to provide more information toRine Marshal's Office.

Fire department access roads shall be providedtkatlany portion of the facility or any portion af exterior wall of the
first story of the building is located not morethE60 ft (46 m) from fire department access roads

A fire department access road shall extend to wiHii ft of at least one exterior door that can pened from the outside
and that provides access to the interior of thé&dmg.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exception Taken

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with a condition as tlopased plat meets the requirements
of the Subdivision Regulations.
CONDITION

1. The requirements of the Fire Marshal shall be miet po the recordation of the Final Plat.

Approved with conditiong7-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-20

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2009S-015-001 A°PROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. The requirements of the Fire Marshal shall be miet po the recordation of the Final Plat.”

022609Minutes.doc 19 of 25



10. 2009S-016-001
Howard Trawick Property
Map: 043-04 Parcel: 059
Doneslon/Hermitage/Old Hickory Community Plan
Council District 11 — Darren Jernigan
Staff Reviewer: Brenda Bernards

A request for final plat approval to create onedotproperty located at 505 B Keeton Avenue, apprately 450 feet south
of Hiller Drive (1.47 acres), zoned R10, requedtgdHoward Trawick, owner, Jason Smith, surveyor.
Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request for final plat approval to create onedotproperty located at 505 B Keeton Avenue,
approximately 450 feet south of Hiller Drive (1.d4Gres), zoned One and Two-Family Residential (R10).

ZONING
R10 District - R10requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single -family dwellings and duplexeam
overall density of 4.63 dwelling units per acrelirming 25% duplex lots.

PLAN DETAILS This subdivision proposes to create one lot onxgstieg flag shaped parcel. The existing parcet wa
created by deed and is not a legal lot. The cuowemer operated a nursery business for the page@%s and now intends to
relocate a house onto a new lot.

Public Chapter 246, which was adopted by the Teseeekegislature in 2007 and became effective on Map007,
requires certain criteria to be met before a pewilitbe issued to move a single family residenwarf an existing
foundation to another foundation located withineaeloped area of single family residences. For gaep of this
determination, a developed area of single famigydences means an area generally referred towsda/sion as indicated
on a plat filed in the Register of Deeds office.

Under the State law, in situations where the haaise be relocated to a subdivision where theseh®meowner’s
Association or a Neighborhood Association, it issaphose bodies to determine if the criteria ast.nThis property is
within the Rayon City Neighborhood Association amdNovember 20, 2008, the Association approvedehaest to
relocate the house to this property.

Two accessory structures are to remain on the prepa greenhouse that will be converted to agmi@nd a wood shed.
Generally, these types of buildings are not peaditb remain when a lot is platted, as accessdlgibgs cannot be the
principle use on a lot. In this case, as the hasige be relocated as soon as the lot is plattedZoning Administrator has
not required them to be removed, if approved.

Variance from Flag Lot Standards The applicant has requested a variance to Sectib8.8 of the Subdivision
Regulations for this flag lot. This section stattest:

Residential flag lots shall not be permitted exdbptPlanning Commission may waive the requirernfenfinds that, due to
unusual conditions, limited area for lot frontageeaostreet is available, or if all of the followiegnditions are met:

The proposed lots fit into the character ofahea and are consistent with the general plan.

All minimum standards of the Zoning Code shallmet.

Up to three lots are proposed.

The residential unit on the lot with frontagerparable to other lots in the area shall facestrest.

The flag lot private drive and/or access easesigall connect to a street.

The flag lot private drive and/or access easgsigall be at least ten feet wide for its entiegth.

The flag lot shared access easement shallbefpane non-frontage lot and under the same osiigras that lot.

NogkrwhpE

This subdivision application does not meet conditio Condition 1 requires that the proposed livisito the character of
the area. There are no residential flag lots énattrea.

The owner has submitted a variance request indig#tiat this is the only way to use this lot agsidential lot. The
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Planning Commission may grant a variance to thalagigns if it is found that extraordinary hardshir practical
difficulties may result from strict compliance withe regulations, provided that the variance dathave the effect of
nullifying the intent and purpose of the regulation
The applicant has indicated that the lot was ctkiatd 968 by deed and has been in the same owpesisttie 1981. The
hardship identified is that the applicant will & able to build a house on this property, noricha sold as a buildable
residential lot. The applicant also owns the agljadot in front of this lot, which, if replatteditl the proposed lot could
create two regularly shaped lots. Due to the phecet of the existing housing on the adjacent s, dpplicant has indicated
that it is impractical to reconfigure the two latéo a more regular pattern. The applicant hagpnotided sufficient
evidence of a hardship for staff to recommend tthetPlanning Commission grant the variance.
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exceptions Taken
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved
WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION Required capacity fees must be paid before thisgalia be recorded
FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION Approved
STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of the request aprihygosed flag lot does not meet the
requirements of Section 3-4.2.c of the SubdividRagulations and the applicant did not provide sidfit evidence of a
hardship for the Planning Commission to grant savee.
CONDITION

1. Payment of outstanding water and sewer servicegebashall be remitted to Water Services Permitk©ffrior to

the recordation of the final plat.

Ms. Bernards presented and stated that staff swewending disapproval.
Councilmember Jernigan acknowledged the staff'emenendation to disapprove, however expressed pigostifor the
request. He explained there were neighborhoodingseand that there was no opposition. He thesflprspoke of the
unique situations associated with the proposaltbex requested that the Commission approve thécappk request.
Mr. Jason Smith, 9101 Meadow Lawn, spoke in fa¥dhe proposed subdivision.
Ms. Susan Meece, 348 Rayon Drive, spoke in favth@froposed subdivision.
Mr. Howard Trawick, 108 Hickman Street, spoke indiaof the proposed subdivision.
Dr. Cummings recognized the hardships mentionedstatdd she would support the request.

Mr. Tyler requested additional explanation on ttractures that would remain on the property ateecompletion.

Mr. Gotto moved and Dr. Cummings seconded the motidich passed unanimously, to approve Final PG9S-016-
001, as requested by the applicafit-0)

Resolution No. RS2009-21

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comizn that 2009S-016-001 A°PPROVED. (7-0)”

Xlll.  PUBLIC HEARING: REVISED SITE PLANS
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11. 75-83P-001
Elysian Fields Shopping Center (Ice House Revjsion
Map: 133-15 Parcel: part of 144
Southeast Community Plan
Council District 26 — Gregory E. Adkins
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request to revise the preliminary plan and foefiapproval for a portion of the Elysian Fieldarftied Unit Development
Overlay located at 3985 Nolensville Pike, approxiehad90 feet south of Elysian Fields Road (0.1&8); zoned SCC, to
permit the development of 200 square foot retsdl for an ice dispenser, requested by Merville &kld&ngineering Inc.,
applicant, for Sabrina Shoulders, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST -Revise Preliminary Plan and PUDFinal Site Plan

A request to revise the preliminary plan and foefiapproval for a portion of the Elysian Fieldarftied Unit Development
Overlay located at 3985 Nolensville Pike, approxieha490 feet south of Elysian Fields Road (0.1&s8); zoned Shopping
Center Community (SCC), to permit the placemerfGff square foot retail use for an ice dispenser.

PLAN DETAILS - The Elysian Fields Shopping Center PUD was orig¢yreghproved in 1983, for 110,265 square feet of
commercial uses. The plan has been revised nuséras in the past. The last major change wasapd in 2001 in
which the Planning Commission approved a fuel@tatiThe PUD is developed with the exception ofggaecel in this
request which is currently vacant.

Site Plan The plan calls for an 8.3'x 24’ (~200 sq. ft.) idispenser. A four foot wide sidewalk wraps thepdisser, which
is located at the edge of the adjacent Kroger pgrkit. The dispenser is accessible only by pedest Parking will be
provided in the adjacent parking lot.

Staff Analysis The request is minor in nature meets all zongggiirements. The use is consistent with uses foutite
PUD, and it is allowed within the SCC zoning disttri The parking area that will be utilized forglmiequest provides more
spaces than what is required by zoning, and tiseseshared parking agreement between all parcgigwie PUD.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. Confirm access easement / shared parking agreemithreaddjacent property owner.

2. All Public Works' design standards shall be medpie any final approvals and permit issuance.aFiesign may
vary based on field conditions.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION No permits required from Stormwater.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with conditions. Thiest meets the requirements of the
Metro Zoning Ordinance and is consistent with ug®oved in the PUD.

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatié®UD final site plan approval of this proposaakibe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Manmeege division of Water Services.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmaté®PUD final site plan approval of this proposaakibe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Traffic EnginegrSections of the Metro Department of Public Wddtsall
improvements within public rights of way.

3. This approval does not include any signs. Signdanned unit developments must be approved bivigiteo
Department of Codes Administration except in speaifstances when the Metro Council directs theriMet
Planning Commission to review such signs.

4, The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate waiplysior
fire protection must be met prior to the issuanicany building permits.
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Authorization for the issuance of permit applicasawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of tApproved plans have been submitted to the Metmnitig
Commission.

The PUD final site plan as approved by the Plan@ogimission will be used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in igsuance of permits for construction and fiel¢pation.
Significant deviation from these plans may requé@pproval by the Planning Commission and/or M&oancil.

A corrected copy of the PUD final site plan incagting the conditions of approval by the Plannirgrnission
shall be provided to the Planning Department godhe issuance of any permit for this property] anany event
no later than 120 days after the date of conditiaparoval by the Planning Commission. Failursubmit a
corrected copy of the final PUD site plan withirDldays will void the Commission’s approval and riegu
resubmission of the plan to the Planning Commission

Approved with conditiong,7-0) Consent Agenda

Resolution No. RS2009-22

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssizn that 75-83-P-001 KPPROVED WITH CONDITIONS.

(7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmaté®PUD final site plan approval of this proposaakibe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Mamaag# division of Water Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmaté®PUD final site plan approval of this proposaaklbe forwarded
to the Planning Commission by the Traffic EnginegrSections of the Metro Department of Public Wddtsall
improvements within public rights of way.

This approval does not include any signs. Sigrmdanned unit developments must be approved biviteo
Department of Codes Administration except in speaifstances when the Metro Council directs therlet
Planning Commission to review such signs.

The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate waiplysior
fire protection must be met prior to the issuanfcany building permits.

Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of tapproved plans have been submitted to the MetmniRig
Commission.

The PUD final site plan as approved by the Plan@ogimission will be used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in igsuance of permits for construction and fiel¢paion.
Significant deviation from these plans may requé@pproval by the Planning Commission and/or M&wancil.

A corrected copy of the PUD final site plan incaqting the conditions of approval by the Plannirgrinission
shall be provided to the Planning Department godhe issuance of any permit for this property] anany event
no later than 120 days after the date of conditiapproval by the Planning Commission. Failureubmit a
corrected copy of the final PUD site plan withirDldays will void the Commission’s approval and riegu
resubmission of the plan to the Planning Commision

12.

88-69P-001

Williams Home Place PUD (Cellular Tower Revision)
Map: 161-00 Parcel: 084

Southeast Community Plan
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Council District 31 — Parker Toler
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request to revise the preliminary plan and foefiapproval for the Williams Home Place Planned Development
Overlay located at 5714 Edmondson Pike, approxim&&0 feet south of Old Hickory Boulevard (4.36es), zoned SCC,
to permit a 180 foot monopole wireless communicatawer, requested by Verizon Wireless Tennessdad?ahip,
applicant, for WM LLC, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED 88-62-001 to March 12, 2009, at the request of the appant.
(7-0)

XIV. OTHER BUSINESS

13. Authorize the expenditure of up to $7,500 from #mvance planning and research fund, to provideifspe
technical assistance in the filing of an applicatior development of an Urban Tree Canopy Assess(harC) for
Metro. We have been in communication with the UgBbService, and that agency is eager to incluashille as
one of three cities in the country to participataipilot study of tree canopy. A UTC assessmeatdsst-effective
study that can be completed in a short amountoé tind provides useful and precise data to settknng canopy
goals and develop an urban forest management plaochieve them. It would allow a to look at they @tosystem
as a whole, with potential impacts to stormwatargaality, wildlife habitat, cooling effects, prepy values, and
overall quality of life for residents. This assessinis a critical part of meeting the Mayor's simgthility goals and
is consistent with the recommendations of the GRibbon Committee.

Some cities are now working with ERAInclude tree planting as strategies for ozom&irahent and stormwater
management. The data collected will also compaee ¢anopy cover by property types (public, privatstjtutions,
etc.), as well as by council districts, zip codesnsus blocks, or other geographic boundarieswihiggid in the
development of neighborhood and community plang Than important part of our community sustaieaipbals.
The study has a projected price tag of around $90,0he TN Division of Forestry is now acceptingbqations
for its Urban and Community Forestry grants prograwpril 1st is the deadline for receipt. The grastfor
$20,000, and as is generally the case, a commitofenatching funds is required. We will be workiwith Public
Works, Parks, and Stormwater Departments in pragithhe match and benefiting from the study.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

Approved,(7-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-23

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that the Authorization of expenditure of $05m the
advance planning and research fund for developwofaart Urban Tree Canopy Assessment (UT@GRSROVED. (7-0)”

14, Amend_Resolution No. RS2008-24d authorize the expenditure of up to $30,000 fitbm advance planning and
research fund, where $20,000 was previously apprawe November 13, 2008, to provide specific tecanic
assistance to staff in the development of a ForseBaCode for Downtown Nashville, meant to supergeidber
entirely or in part) the present zoning ordinance #and development regulations that apply to tlweviltown
Community (sub-area 9 boundary).

Staff Recommendation: Approve

Approved,(7-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-24

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that amendment to Resolution No. RS2008-241 is
APPROVED. (7-0)"
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15. Amend_Resolution No. RS2008-24@ authorize the expenditure of up to $130,000 fiinding provided by the
applicant for the May Town Center SP proposal, w#80,000 was previously approved on November Q38 2to
provide for the study of the economic impacts amadfit/transportation impacts of implementing thétetnative
Development Area Policy in Bells Bend (Bordeaux/t@hiCreek Community, Subarea 3).

Staff Recommendation: Approve

Approved,(7-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2009-25

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssien that amendment of Resolution No. RS2008-242 is
APPROVED. (7-0)"

16. Executive Director Reports

17. Legislative Update

XV. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

é/” The Planning Department does not discriminatehenbasis of age, race, sex, color, national origiligion or
disability in access to, or operation of, its prags, services, and activities, or in its hiringeanployment practices
For ADA inquiries, contact Josie Bass, ADA Comptian Coordinator, at 862-7150 or e-mail her jat
josie.bass@nashville.gavFor Title VI inquiries contact Shirley Sims-Saldamr Denise Hopgood of Humah
Relations at 880-3370. For all employment-relategpliries call 862-6640.
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